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Abstract
This paper explores evaluations of attempts at humour and reactions to them by participants and non-participants in a jocular
interaction. There are two levels of analysis: (1) the instigator's jocular comment and the target's reaction to it, taken from the reality
television gameshow Big Brother Australia 2012, and (2) the Australian and British interviewees’ (non-participants’) intracultural (inside
one's own cultural context) and intercultural (from another cultural context) evaluations of the comment and the reaction to it. It is true that
jocularity in both cultural contexts is highly appreciated and tends to produce a laughing (or at least not a confrontational) reaction, which
shows one's ability to laugh at oneself and not take oneself too seriously. However, there are particular differences in intracultural and
intercultural evaluations. For instance, while it was noticed that the Australian interviewees tend to make culture-specific remarks about
how different their own and British understanding of humour is, the British interviewees try to avoid cultural or collective references and
rather focus on jocularity-related benefits in interaction.
© 2017 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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In the last several decades, a large number of analyses of such jocular verbal behaviours as teasing, mockery or banter
in various cultural contexts have testified to an important role that jocularity plays in interactional practices. Much research
into humour in interaction has been carried out in such settings as family and friends’ discourse (e.g. Alberts et al., 1996;
Eisenberg, 1986; Boxer and Cortés-Conde, 1997; Hay, 2000; Holmes andMarra, 2002; Priego-Valverde, 2006; Haugh and
Bousfield, 2012), workplace environment (Hay, 1994, 2000, 2002; Holmes and Schnurr, 2005; Holmes and Marra, 2002;
Plester, 2009a, 2009b; Pullin, 2011) as well as interactional behaviour while getting acquainted (Haugh, 2010, 2011).
It is easy to conceive of how differently jocular interactions can be conceptualised and perceived by the speakers of
different linguistic and cultural backgrounds [7_TD$DIFF]. Intercultural humour research, which primarily deals with interactants
communicating in a lingua franca, can be divided into two main groups: non-native--non-native speakers’ communication
and native--non-native speakers’ interactions. The former seems to be a particularly under-researched area with only a
couple of studies representing it. For instance, the analysis of the data from the workplace interactions has shown that
humour among non-native speakers includes witty quips, sarcasm, (self-)mockery and is used tomanage power relations,Please cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
British intracultural and intercultural metapragmatic evaluations of jocularity. Lingua (2017), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
lingua.2017.03.004
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Asian speakers of English reveals that such verbal practices as jocular mockery, banter and jocular agreement are
commonly used. In the study, it has also been observed that interactants tend to avoid causing or taking offence and their
attempts at humour are produced and perceived as highly jocular.
The studies of the native--non-native speakers’ communication have shown that humour can generate difficulties for
both participants, especially when the situation involves culture-specific topics, but, importantly, many language learners,
even at a beginner's level, can recognise and construct humorous exchanges (Davies, 2003; Bell, 2005). Interestingly,
humour can also be produced by non-native speakers as a result of the lack of proficiency, in which cases they can
jocularly attempt [17_TD$DIFF]to [18_TD$DIFF]make the native speakers responsible for difficulties in understanding a foreign language (Davies,
2003). Indeed, in native--non-native speakers’ interactional situations, native speakers should be willing to accommodate
their non-native interlocutors, the failure of which can result in unpleasant situations. For instance, if native speakers do
not acknowledge the language learner's attempts at making a jocular contribution, s/he can feel marginalised as the other
(Bell, 2006). Yet, despite different degrees of engagement in a jocular conversation, intercultural humour should not be
seen as inherently problematic, but rather as a jointly constructed interactional practice (Cheng, 2003).
Another type of humour research pertinent to this analysis is intracultural research that illustrates native speakers’ use
of their language. With a few exceptions (e.g. Antonopoulou and Sifianou, 2003; Priego-Valverde, 2006; Geyer, 2010), a
large proportion of such research has focused on the English-speaking cultural context. For instance, studies of
conversational humour used by speakers of Australian English mainly examine the role of such interactional practices as
teasing and banter in interaction (Haugh, 2010, 2011, 2014; [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2014) and suggest that those practices are
recognisable and frequently used by native speakers. Furthermore, the findings also show that such verbal behaviours
tend to be positively evaluated with the target seemingly not being upset or taking offence. Another significant contribution
to the intracultural research into humour is related to the area of gender identity and workplace communication. The
analyses reveal that the use of humour at work serves a variety of purposes, e.g. bonding and promoting solidarity (e.g.
Pullin, 2011; Schnurr and Chan, 2011), but also displaying power (Schnurr, 2009), contesting colleagues (Holmes and
Marra, 2002; Pullin, 2011) or making fun of someone (Holmes and Schnurr, 2005).
The existing research clearly indicates that there is lack of (1) intercultural analyses of forms of conversational humour
in different cultural contexts where the same language is spoken, and (2) studies that are oriented towards possible
culture-specific preferences and explanations of particular instances of humorous exchanges. These are the two areas to
which this paper aims to contribute.
This analysis is based on two data sources that illustrate the use and understanding of jocularity in interaction (broadly
understood here as verbal behaviour conceptualised and/or evaluated as playful and non-serious by different (non-)
participants [see section 2]) in Australian and British cultural contexts. The article starts with the introduction of the two
data sets (the Big Brother series and qualitative interviews), after which an overview of jocular verbal behaviours,
especially in Australian and British cultural contexts, is presented. The main sections illustrate how the Big Brother
participants produce and react to jocularity and how the Australian and British interviewees perceive such attempts at
humour. Particularly, some differences between intracultural and intercultural evaluations of an Australian jocular practice
and reactions to it are to be observed.
2. Data: interviews and reality television discourse
The data for this analysis comes from qualitative interviews carried out in Australia and the UK. The interviewees were
recruited via random and snowball (chain) sampling and are all native speakers of Australian (16 interviewees) or British
English (19 interviewees), either living in Australia or in the UK at the moment of interviewing, or having migrated to one of
those countries from their homeland, i.e. Australia or the UK. The uniqueness of these interviews is that they were
designed so that they would allow for more than one level of analysis that could be used to understand jocular interactional
practices in the two cultural contexts. Every interview is based on videomaterial from the Australian and British versions of
the reality television gameshow Big Brother 2012. A number of the most controversial jocular episodes were selected and
shown to the interviewees. It is crucial to point out that this study adopts an emic approach to data, i.e. it is not the analyst's
conceptualisation of a verbal act as jocular that led to the inclusion of that particular act in the videomaterial to be shown to
the interviewees. Rather, the choice was based on the housemates’ interactional behaviour. In other words, an episode
was labelled as jocular if (i) in the case of a two-party interaction, the instigator explicitly placed it within a humorous frame
and the target overtly evaluated it as jocular or (ii) in the case of a multi-party interaction (as the one analysed in this
paper), either the instigator, with the help of various contextualisation cues, signals that it is jocular and/or the target and a
majority of the third party evaluate it as such.
During the interviews, every interviewee was exposed to the same video extracts on which they were asked to give
their opinion. The interviews were semi-structured with a set of pre-determined questions, primarily eliciting thePlease cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
British intracultural and intercultural metapragmatic evaluations of jocularity. Lingua (2017), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
lingua.2017.03.004
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the appropriateness of the target's reactions. There were also a number of follow-up questions that did not necessarily
relate to the videomaterial shown, but rather addressed particular interactional expectations in relation to jocularity in both
cultural contexts (for more detailed description of the interview data, see [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2016, 2017c).
In this paper, one of the jocular interactions from the Australian house -- a multi-party interaction involving Australian
and British English speakers -- will be analysed (see section 4). The main interlocutors in the video extract are Australian
housemates with one British participant observing their interactional behaviour and eventually commenting on it. Before
proceeding, it is important to clarify the terminology I use for the interactional roles in this paper. The term participant refers
to the Big Brother Australia 2012 housemates who are involved in a jocular episode, i.e. either the instigator (someone
who produces a jocular comment), the target (someone at whom this verbal comment is directed) or the third party (a
ratified hearer present during a jocular verbal act). The term non-participant, on the other hand, refers to the interviewees
who were shown the episodes from the Big Brother series (see Verschueren, 1999:83; Dynel, 2010). Unlike the viewers in
television discourse, the interviewees are not referred to as recipients of the televised product (Dynel, 2011, 2013), here
Big Brother,1 since it is not in their role as viewers that they were approached and positioned themselves.2
As non-participants in the jocular episode shown to them, the interviewees are considered here as cultural insiders in
their own cultural context and outsider in the other, which provides an opportunity to analyse native speakers’ views not only
on their own cultural context (intracultural evaluations) but also on a different one (intercultural evaluations) (see section 5).
Withmetapragmatic comments shedding light on communicative practices and their importance in the two cultural contexts,
the analysis primarily concentrates on localised reconstructions of interactional behaviours, whether those seen in the video
fragment or via the interviewees’ own personal experience. What is also essential is that, despite largely referring to
situation-specific context, the interview data is indicative of the fact that the interviewees themselves believe that their
conceptualisations illustrate possible real life communicative patterns followed by other members of society.
The objectives of this paper are two-fold. First, it presents two levels of analysis: the participants’ judgements of
attempts at humour in Australian English (section 4) and the non-participants’ (interviewees’) metapragmatic comments
on them (section 5). Secondly, focusing on the latter, this paper analyses intracultural (section 5.1) and intercultural
(section 5.2) evaluations of jocularity and the reaction to attempts at humour by Australian and British interactants. The
next section provides an overview of variety of jocular verbal behaviours and concepts related to them in Australian and
British cultural contexts and how they are conceptualised by native speakers.
3. Jocular verbal behaviours in Australian and British cultural contexts
Jocular verbal behaviours such as teasing, banter, jocular mockery or jocular abuse have been extensively analysed in
the last few decades (e.g. Straehle, 1993; Boxer and Cortés-Conde, 1997; Keltner et al., 1998, 2001; Lampert and Ervin-
Tripp, 2006; Lytra, 2007; Schnurr, 2009; Haugh, 2010, 2014; Sinkeviciute, 2013). Although some studies have revealed
that the targets are more likely to reject teases and feel insulted rather than to accept them (e.g. Drew, 1987; [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute,
2013), such practices as teasing mockery or banter, even if not always enjoyed by the targets, still have a powerful jocular
element and have been primarily considered as relationship-affirming. In order to better understand the prominence of
jocularity in Australian and British cultural contexts, which, as we will see, often manifests itself in native speakers’
conceptualisations available via their metapragmatic reflexive comments, this section presents an overview of a variety of
jocular interactional practices and some concepts associated with them (e.g. self-deprecation, ‘not taking yourself too
seriously’, ‘taking the piss’, ‘rubbishing your mates’) in the given contexts. Even though many jocular behaviours
described in this section can be regarded at least slightly generalised and stereotypical, as the examples from the
interviews will show, these are the terms in which the native speakers conceptualise such interactional practices.
In general, there exists an expectation among native speakers of varieties of English that responses to teasing, banter
or jocular mockery should be non-serious (Haugh, 2014; Goddard, 2009; Fox, 2004; [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2017c). Many analyses
of naturally-occurring conversations have indeed shown that the playful side of affiliative humorous practices is their main
feature, for it stresses the non-seriousness of verbal behaviour, whether from the instigator's or the target's perspective
(Haugh, 2010, 2014; Haugh and Bousfield, 2012; Dynel, 2008; Radcliffe-Brown, 1940). Non-serious reactions to jocularity
have been referred to as the ‘‘preferred reaction’’ in public, i.e. when the instigator is present as opposed to when the target
expresses his/her opinion on jocularity to other people ( [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2017a, 2017c). It should be pointed out, however,
that even though different forms of conversational humour are frequently used in Australian and British cultural contexts,
their perception can depend on a situational context and the participants involved in interaction (see [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2017b).Please cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
British intracultural and intercultural metapragmatic evaluations of jocularity. Lingua (2017), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
lingua.2017.03.004
1 Cf. the situation if the interviewees were the viewers of those interactions when they were broadcast.
2 For research into the levels of communication in YouTube multi-party interaction, see Dynel, 2014; Boyd, 2014; Bou-Franch and Garcés-
Conejos Blitvich, 2014; Frobenius, 2014.
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contexts has more shared elements and the differences are mainly qualitative. Describing the quirks and habits of the
English, Fox (2004:61) argues that ‘‘the most noticeable and important ‘rule’ about humour in English conversation is its
dominance and pervasiveness [. . .] and most English conversation3 [19_TD$DIFF] will involve at least some degree of banter, teasing,
irony, understatement, humorous self-deprecation, mockery or just silliness.’’ Similarly to the British, Australians are said
to be perfectly capable of self-mockery (Sharp, 2012:88; Penney, 2012:35; Haugh, 2010, 2014). Indeed, in an Australian
cultural context teasing and (self-)mockery are ‘‘a recurrent and [20_TD$DIFF]recognizable practice[s] in interactions’’ (Haugh, 2014:78)
and it is quite natural for even strangers to jocularly mock each other in the process of getting acquainted (Haugh, 2011;
Goddard, 2006).
In both cultural contexts, there is a prevailing tendency to associate a sense of humour with the injunction against
‘taking oneself too seriously’ and with self-deprecation, more precisely one's ability to be self-critical, make one's
personae (and achievements) unimportant, and thus be able to laugh at one's own weaknesses (Martin, 2007:16; Fox,
2004). Australians and the British (the Scots, the Welsh, the Irish and the English) tend to target their own idiosyncrasies,
whether personal or societal (Miall and Milsted, 2014:53; Ross, 2013:33; Winterson Richards, 2014:6; Penney, 2012:39;
Norbury, 2011:66; Sharp, 2012:41; Tan, 2008:56),4 and this self-deprecating sense of humour can be seen by the
speakers themselves ‘‘as the ultimate proof of their good nature’’ (Miall and Milsted, 2014:3). Consider the following
example from the interview data, where Deborah from theUK talks about what is shared amongAustralians and the British
in terms of humour:
This tendency not to take yourself too seriously and be willing to laugh at yourself is also regarded as a laudable
personality trait (Kuiper and Martin, 2007; Goddard, 2009) and a positive social quality (Cann and Calhoun, 2001;
Chandler and Griffiths, 2004:40). Indeed, a good sense of humour offers a number of advantages, e.g., ‘‘one may be
pardoned for all manner of social sins if one is able to laugh about them’’ (Miall and Milsted, 2014:52).
What is interesting about the ability to laugh at oneself, though, is that it can manifest itself in two distinct ways. Most of
the time, and what can certainly be observed in both cultural contexts, it refers to you jocularly targeting yourself or your
country (Penney, 2012:39). It means being willing to engage in self-targeting jocularity or recognise yourself in humour
directed at the whole nation's traits and idiosyncrasies. Another way in which being able to laugh at yourself reveals itself
is when one becomes a target of someone's jocular verbal behaviour and actually manages to take a joke (i.e. not to take
offence or not to show that offence might have been taken) or even to come back with a jocular comment him/herself. In
this respect, some differences seem to appear between preferences in interactional behaviours among Australians and
the British. Consider the following examples:[TD$INLINE]
[TD$INLINE]Please cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
British intracultural and intercultural metapragmatic evaluations of jocularity. Lingua (2017), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
lingua.2017.03.004
3 A sense of humour or a sense of irony is also broadly referred to as a British feature (e.g. Norbury, 2011:65--66).
4 Interestingly, when outsiders begin to laugh at Australian and British foibles, they can feel how ‘‘the ground rules have suddenly shifted’’ and
that might not be found amusing at all (Sharp, 2012: 41; Hunt and Taylor, 2013: 52).
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is ‘having a laugh at your expense’ and you cannot take a joke, but rather explicitly show that you found it offensive, ‘other
people were gonna [. . .] have a go at you for taking yourself too seriously’. In other words, if someone cannot take a joke, i.
e. laugh at oneself, other conversation participants are likely to criticise this behaviour (see the discussion below). On the
contrary, Rachel distinguishes between ‘joking with’ someone and joking ‘at your expense’, where the latter is referred to
as quite a disaffiliative practice (e.g. showing the lack of consideration, solidarity or sympathy towards the target, see
Glenn, 2003:30) and it seems that in such circumstances laughing at yourself could be suspended without social
consequences contrary to a tendency observed in an Australian cultural context (see [2] and [8]). Indeed, laughing at
someone (e.g. using teasing) can suggest superiority and promote distance between the participants, whereas laughing
with someone is generally considered a bonding activity (Glenn, 2003:112--121).5
On the other hand, it can be observed that targeting someone else and targeting yourself follow similar interactional
patterns and cultural expectations in Australia. The following extracts show a combination of both ways in which
Australians tend to laugh at themselves:
What the extracts from Amanda's and Kylie's interviews suggest is that Australians do not only make themselves the butt
of jocular verbal behaviours but also jocularly target other people, whether they have been targeted first, rightfully for being
a ‘tall poppy’ (full of self-adulation, see Peeters [2004]), or not. Indeed, it seems that in Australia ‘‘it is mandatory to be able
to take a joke’’ (Penney, 2012:157; Sinkeviciute, 2016: Chapter 7). However, if one cannot take a joke, one can be
‘‘marked down as serious or -- even worse -- taking yourself too seriously’’ (Miall and Milsted, 2014:53) and it could be
detrimental to the relationship (Haugh, 2010:2116). For instance, an Australian interviewee in [6] labels seriousness as ‘a
conversation stopper’:
The ability to laugh at oneself, whether self-directed or manifesting itself through being able to take a joke, is related to
another conversational practice -- ‘taking the piss out of someone’ -- that, albeit slightly differently, is also prominent in
Australian and British cultural contexts.
With a few exceptions (see Haugh, 2010, 2011; Haugh and Bousfield, 2012; Plester and Sayers, 2007; [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute,
2014), ‘not taking yourself too seriously’ and ‘taking the piss’ out of someone has been scarcely studied in conversation or
discourse analysis. The interactional practice of ‘taking the piss/mickey’ out of somebody is sometimes associated with
teasing or mockery either by jocularly making the target believe something that is untrue (see [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2013) or, more
frequently, by sending somebody up, i.e. making the target look silly. The latter is referred to in the following example by a
British interviewee who is evaluating one of the Big Brother episodes:Please cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
British intracultural and intercultural metapragmatic evaluations of jocularity. Lingua (2017), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
lingua.2017.03.004
5 As a reviewer suggest, depending on the situation and the participant's perceptions, laughing with someone could also be interpreted as
laughing at someone (Jefferson, 1972; Glenn, 2003).
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that the target tends to project that s/he interprets them as playful (Haugh and Bousfield, 2012; Haugh, 2014; [19_TD
$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2014). It can be explained by a tendency to value the ability to laugh at oneself even when faced with
jocular mockery or jocular abuse, which shows ‘‘one's adherence to not taking oneself too seriously’’ (Haugh and
Bousfield, 2012:1112).
While ‘taking the piss/mickey’ out of someone in order to make the target look silly seems to be widespread in the
English-speaking world (Olivieri, 2003; Plester and Sayers, 2007; Goddard, 2009; see also the use of the notion in the
interview data), it is interesting to observe how an additional understanding of this interactional practice can be seen in
an Australian cultural context, where it can function as a form of a social corrective. Indeed, especially in Australian
communicative situations, if someone seems to be acting pretentiously, exaggerates his/her importance or in any other
way takes him/herself too seriously (Haugh and Bousfield, 2012:1006), other interactants are likely to warn the
speaker that his/her behaviour is at least slightly inappropriate and the retaliatory practice of ‘taking the piss/mickey’ is
likely to be provoked. This can happen in the form of ridicule, jocular mockery or teasing, e.g. diminishing something
related to the target (Haugh and Bousfield, 2012:1105) or insulting the target by associating him/her with something
negative (Culpeper, 1996:348; [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2017b). Such behaviours are occasioned by ‘‘an alleged infringement of
normative behaviour on the part of the target’’ (Haugh and Bousfield, 2012:1106) and it should help the target realise
that s/he has been taking him/herself a little bit too seriously (Goddard, 2009; Haugh and Bousfield, 2012; Olivieri,
2003; [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2014). Importantly, taking the piss/mickey out of someone is also considered ‘‘a useful and
desirable social action’’ that is expected to be taken ‘‘in ‘good humour’’’ (Olivieri, 2003:70). It can be seen as a form of a
social corrective that ‘‘restor[es] the ‘natural balance’ of egalitarianism’’ (Olivieri, 2003:75). It refers to people being
almost entitled to show the target that s/he should be someone similar to other interactants (e.g. cutting down ‘tall
poppies’ [Peeters, 2004]) and the target is aware why it is done and, thus, should not show that s/he has possibly taken
offence to that. Consider the following extract from one of the interviews where the interviewee shares her experience
related to taking herself too seriously and how other interactants try to show it to her by ‘touching the subject in a joking
way’ until she ‘got over [herself]’:
Another verbal practice closely related to ‘taking the piss/mickey’ and sometimes equated with it as well as jocular abuse
is banter (see Plester and Sayers, 2007; Haugh and Bousfield, 2012). It generally refers to humorous insults that
constitute an extended sequence of instances of jocular verbal behaviour, are used among friends for the purposes of
bonding and mutual entertainment and are considered devoid of aggression (Leech, 1983; Norrick, 1993; Dynel, 2008;
Haugh and Bousfield, 2012). Banter, which primarily leads to positive rather than negative evaluations, can be
encountered in what is referred to in an Australian cultural context as rubbishing your mates (Goddard, 2006; Haugh,
2010; Haugh and Bousfield, 2012 and examples therein). While engaging in this interactional practice, the instigator
seems to denigrate the target by directly insulting him/her. However, the speaker also implies that this behaviour should
not be taken seriously (Goddard, 2006:92). In the same vein, focusing on the use of profanities and other potentially
offensive language, McGregor (1966 in Hirst, 2010:172) holds that ‘‘much Australian humour is based upon the shock
tactic: the most typical jokes are those which both revolt and amuse at the same time’’. Similar references can also be
encountered in other writings related to Australian humour. For instance, Rickard (1998:82--83) points out that being
creative in insults is highly valued by larrikins (mischievous, rowdy but good-natured people) and ‘‘the violence and the
anger of larrikinism could be effectively contained by humour’’ (see also Olivieri, 2003:4). Thus, it is claimed that insultsPlease cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
British intracultural and intercultural metapragmatic evaluations of jocularity. Lingua (2017), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
lingua.2017.03.004
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largely used affectionately (Sharp, 2012: 334) and should not be seen as causing offence (see [11]).6 [19_TD$DIFF] This tendency can
also explain why Australians would only insult a friend (Hunt and Taylor, 2013:4). Consider the following extract from an
interview with an Australian who jocularly illustrates how, depending on a situational context and closeness of
interlocutors, Australians’ interactional behaviour can range from ‘extremely rude’ with ‘people they know really well’
to ‘very polite’ with strangers to ‘ultra mega polite’ with someone that they extremely dislike:
This section has provided an overview of jocular verbal behaviours (e.g. teasing, banter, mockery) in Australian and
British cultural contexts and shown that such conversational practices as ‘not taking yourself too seriously’, self-
deprecation, ‘taking the piss’ out of someone and ‘rubbishing your mates’ (especially in Australia) are recognisable
in both cultural contexts and form part of what is understood (albeit sometimes differently) as having a good sense of
humour. The following sections will illustrate how they manifest themselves in interaction as well as in intracultural and
intercultural metapragmatic evaluations.
4. Attempts at humour in Australian English: the participants’ level
The following extract from the reality television gameshow Big Brother Australia 2012 illustrates how jocular verbal
behaviour, precisely jocular abuse or banter -- a widespread verbal practice in different varieties of English (Haugh and
Bousfield, 2012:1100) -- functions as a means to lighten up a negative situation (in a seemingly friendly environment) and
how differently it can be interpreted by speakers of Australian and British English. In [10], Bradley has just found out that he
is nominated for eviction again. George, who is with Bradley in the bathroom, decides to bring up the topic. Layla, a British
housemate, is also present.[TD$INLINE]
[TD$INLINE]Please cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
British intracultural and intercultural metapragmatic evaluations of jocularity. Lingua (2017), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
lingua.2017.03.004
6 The Lonely Planet guide to Australian Language & Culture (2013:36) illustrates four uses of the word bastard. It can be employed (1) in an
affectionate way (‘G’day, you old bastard!’), (2) in a compassionate way (‘Poor bastard lost his job’), (3) to describe something annoying or
someone vile (‘I can’t fix this bastard of a thing!’ or ‘He's a mean bastard’), and (4) to describe anyone, as in ‘Should that bastard be fishing there?’.
V. Sinkeviciute / Lingua xxx (2017) xxx--xxx8
+ Models
LINGUA-2482; No. of Pages 18The extract begins with George claiming that Bradley is a ‘bloody nom-nom victim’. It is essential to mention that being
nominated is a serious matter in the Big Brother house. Not only can it be seen as a personal insult (a lot of housemates
start wondering who nominated them and why people dislike them), but it can also have an enormous impact on one's
participation in the show and make one lose an opportunity to win the prize money. Thus, at a broader level George's
comment can easily seem to be inappropriate and impolite. However, this tendency to push further and challenge the
target might be ascribed to Australian humour. Indeed, such humorous insults are easily recognised and even
encouraged in an Australian cultural context (Goddard, 2006:82) and they are likely to occasion the evaluations of
mock impoliteness (when a potentially impolite verbal act is perceived as non-impolite) rather than impoliteness (Haugh,
2010; Haugh and Bousfield, 2012).
Although the intensifier bloody seemingly has more negative connotations in British English, it can also function
differently in various Australian speech practices and everyday linguistic behaviour (Wierzbicka, 2002:1194--1195;
Ardington, 2011; Sharp, 2012:334). The non-offensive nature of George's teasing banter can also be clearly observed
from Bradley's reaction that suggests that the target evaluates such behaviour as non-impolite rather than impolite. Also,
Bradley's interactional behaviour suggests that he does not take himself too seriously and finds the insult humorous.
Furthermore, answering Layla's question about the points he received, Bradley tries to see the positive side of the
situation saying that he ‘got less [sic] points than last time’, which means he was most probably nominated by one less
person. This, in turn, functions as another trigger for George and he laughingly suggests that there must be ‘one less
person who hates [Bradley]’. What seems to be very Australian in this sequence of jocular insults is that Bradley picks up
on George's comment and joins in with self-deprecating humour, namely jocularly claiming that there might be indeed
people who ‘absolutely hate’ him. In this situation, this verbal practice should be primarily regarded as bonding and good-
natured, since in Australian interactions it is not unusual to show your positive attitude towards someone while saying
something potentially offensive (see Goddard, 2006). When Bradley tries to show his suspicion that someone in the room
might hate him, he humorously looks around. This jocular mode is interrupted by Layla who decides to avoid a humorous
frame and seriously reassures Bradley that ‘no one hates [him]’. This non-humorous (po-faced) intervention (Drew, 1987),
however, does not make George withdraw from the jocular remarks and he immediately says that he hates Bradley,
which, on the one hand, occasions the target's laughter and, on the other hand, Layla's suggestion (‘silly sausage’) that
Bradley is being silly thinking that someone hates him.
The fact that George's mixed message was not recognised by a non-Australian might be explained by the variability of
individual characters, but, also, it should not come as a surprise. As McGregor (in Hirst, 2010:173) puts it, ‘‘[. . .] many
Australian jokes [. . .] might shock an outsider as being unforgivably vicious and obscene, whereas an Australian would
see its blatant viciousness and obscenity as part of its humour’’. Undoubtedly, Layla's reaction in this particular situation
does not provide sufficient evidence to claim that there is a general tendency among the speakers of British English not to
understand Australian jocular insults. However, this is one good example of what might be a difference in the use and
perception of humour by Australian and British English speakers, which will be touched upon in the following section.
5. Attempts at humour in Australian English: the non-participants’ level
As we saw in section 4, jocular episode [10] presents a multi-party interaction that primarily involves two speakers of
Australian English, George (the instigator) and Bradley (the target). What is also important is that the third-party, Layla, is
British and it is possible to observe her serious reaction to what George is claiming and how it is different from the jocular
banter between the two Australian male housemates. Although it would be too precipitous to claim that these different
reactions could be ascribed to the cultural background and gender of the participants, the interviewees do tend to make
references to these issues. In the following sub-sections, the perspectives of cultural insiders (people born and raised in a
particular cultural context and being familiar with interactional behaviours pertinent to that context) and outsiders (people
commenting on a cultural context other than their own) will be illustrated. First, section 5.1 presents the intracultural
evaluations of George and Bradley's jocular interaction by the Australian interviewees (5.1.1) and Layla's remarks by the
British interviewees (5.1.2). Then, in 5.2, attention will be paid to intercultural perceptions, namely, how the British
interviewees evaluate the jocular interaction betweenGeorge and Bradley (5.2.1) andwhat the Australians think of Layla's
interactional behaviour (5.2.2).
5.1. Intracultural evaluations
In this section, the focus is on intracultural evaluations of the jocular episode illustrated in [10]. In other words, the
analysis will illustrate how the interviewees perceive interactional behaviours of the housemates from their own cultural
context, i.e. the Australian interviewees presenting their opinion on George's and Bradley's behaviour and the British
interviewees assessing Layla's comments.Please cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
British intracultural and intercultural metapragmatic evaluations of jocularity. Lingua (2017), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
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First, let's have a look at how the Australian interviewees evaluate George's jocular behaviour and Bradley's reaction to
it. Consider an extract from another Big Brother participant:[TD$INLINE]
[TD$INLINE][80_TD$DIFF]
It is interesting to observe how Michael (BB) insists on the interaction between George and Bradley being ‘a very
Australian social interaction’ and ‘classic Australian’. In addition, he also labels such jocular behaviour as ‘taking the piss’
and ‘banter’, which seem to be perceived as a bonding rather than an antagonising verbal practice and to immediately
trigger the connection between these interactional practices and Australianness. Indeed, no Australian interviewee
considered George's behaviour as impolite or putting Bradley down (see, however, [28], [29]).
It was also noticed that evaluating the housemates’ behaviours, the interviewees tend to look at them from different
perspectives, for example the instigator's (George's) or the target's (Bradley's) (for more on perspectives, see [19_TD
$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2017c). Consider the following examples:[81_TD$DIFF]
We can see that Colleen in [12] and Michael (B) in [13] primarily focus on George's behaviour. Both of them consider the
comment ‘neutral’ and devoid of ‘nastiness’. While, similarly to Michael (BB) in [11], Colleen labels George's behaviour as
‘nothingmore than banter’ and claims that she ‘wasn’t observing any aggression between the two guys’, Michael (B) adds a
social dimension to the jocular remark, i.e. that George provides Bradley with ‘social room to respond in a light-hearted way’
about the unpleasant situation of him being nominated. Looking at the situation fromBradley's perspective, Benjamin in [14]Please cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
British intracultural and intercultural metapragmatic evaluations of jocularity. Lingua (2017), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
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Eelen, 2001:14). In other words, Bradley's willingness to join in and ‘take the piss out of himself’ indicates (at least on the
surface) that he is not offended and also welcomes such a comment that is likely to be conceptualised as jocular.
Irrespective of the perspective that the Australian interviewees took, a number of them concentrate on the situational
context of the jocular episode, i.e. what George is trying to do is to see the funny side of Bradley's situation. Knowing that
Bradley could leave the show, it might indeed seem inappropriate to make jocular comments about the situation.
However, in an Australian cultural context, humour can be used as ‘‘a reaction to personal misfortune, even personal
tragedy’’ (Goddard, 2009:50), which is also seen in the Australian interviewees’ evaluations.[84_TD$DIFF]Similarly to Michael (B) in [13], Kylie in [15] holds that George's jocular comment offers Bradley a chance to talk about the
situation rather than having people ‘tiptoeing around’. Indeed, jocularity can be advantageous for both the instigator, who
can voice his/her concerns about the target or the situation, and the target, who can humorously address those concerns
without losing face. It seems to provide an opportunity to wrap serious matters in jocularity, thus handling the situation as
well as resolving some issues that might have not been resolved in a serious frame. In the same vein, Peter in [16] sees
funniness in the situation itself, i.e. Bradley ‘being nominated [. . .] so many times’, and if Bradley manages to see the funny
side as well, it will probably ‘make him feel better’. Interestingly, this tendency among the Australian interviewees to
suggest that it is the situation, rather than the participants, that is being targeted and how it brings social benefits seems to
be one of the differences in the conceptualisations of jocularity and its appropriateness in Australian and British cultural
contexts (see also [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2017b).
5.1.2. The British about the British
While in their intracultural evaluations the Australian interviewees recognise George's jocular comment as situation-
and culture-appropriate, the British interviewees are divided in their opinion on their culture-insider's -- Layla's -- reaction.
Their evaluations range from (conditional) approval of Layla's serious intervention ([17], [18]) to negative assessment
([19]--[21]). Consider the following extracts:[TD$INLINE]
[TD$INLINE][87_TD$DIFF] f Stephen in [17] positively evaluates Layla's ability to ‘read between the lines’ and react according to howBradley actually
felt, Michele in [18] provides somewhat mixed evaluations. First she shows her appreciation of Layla's reaction (‘it's good
that shewas trying to reassure him’), but then points to gender-specific differences in interaction, namely criticising Layla'sPlease cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
British intracultural and intercultural metapragmatic evaluations of jocularity. Lingua (2017), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
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LINGUA-2482; No. of Pages 18reassurance-oriented remark for ‘belittl[ing] [Bradley] in a male's world’ (for more gender-related comments, see 5.2.2).
Quite similarly, although not referring to gender roles and behaviours, many British interviewees expressed their negative
evaluations of Layla's seriousness.
[89_TD$DIFF]
As can be seen, all the examples above indicate that Layla's behaviour is situation-inappropriate. Alistair in [19] states
that Layla's reaction made a jocular ‘hate’ situation ‘a real thing’, i.e. as if she had suggested that there indeed were
people who really hated Bradley. This can also be observed in Damian's comment, implying that Layla misread the
situation (cf. [17]). Similarly, Ashley in [21] mentions that Layla's contribution to the interaction ‘brought the mood down’
and ‘made it sound worse than it actually was’. Interestingly, it might seem that criticising Layla's serious reaction, the
British interviewees claim that they recognise non-offensive nature of George's jocularity and unnecessary serious-
ness on Layla's part. However, when asked about their own potential reactions as the third-party, only few interviewees
suggested that they would join the instigator in banter, with the majority being willing to support Bradley and confront
the instigator (see 7.4.3.4 in [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute [2016]). This clearly shows at least partial inconsistency between the
evaluations of verbal behaviours of other people and one's own verbal contributions in the same situation. Further-
more, importantly, unlike in intracultural evaluations by the Australian interviewees, none of the British interviewees
commenting on Layla's serious remark attribute it to their cultural context (cf. 5.1.1 and 5.2). Rather, they claim that
jocularity is a highly appreciated interactional behaviour that should be easily recognised and, unlike in Layla's case,
appropriately (positively) responded to ( [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2017c). As Glenn (2003:115) holds, failure to understand a joke
or react in a jocular way ‘‘may convert a laughing with context into a laughing at’’, which is not generally seen as a
desirable outcome.
While this section focused on intracultural evaluations of the participants’ contributions in the jocular episode in [10],
the following section provides an intercultural look at the same situation.
5.2. Intercultural evaluations
In this section, I examine the interviewees’ intercultural evaluations of the jocular episode in [10]. In general, intercultural
interactions are associated with the situations that bring together interlocutors from different cultural backgrounds, and in
which they would use a language that is not their native one as a medium of communication (see also Harris and Bargiela-
Chiappini, 1997:6; Bell, 2006, 2007; Kecskes, 2017a, 2017b). Here, intercultural evaluations are not based on encounters
between people from different cultural contexts. Rather, this analysis presents a variation of what can broadly be referred to
as intercultural communication, i.e. it concentrates on the evaluations of a particular interactional situation by the people that
share the same language but not necessarily cultural expectations and values (see also [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute and [21_TD$DIFF] ynel, 2017). In
other words, the Australian and British interviewees provide their metapragmatic comments on the housemates’
interactional behaviours from their own aswell as another cultural context. Since the jocular remark in [10] is produced by an
Australian housemate, first let's have a look at how the British interviewees assess that comment.
5.2.1. The British about Australians
Here we can make a distinction between the British interviewees who do not live in Australia and those who had spent
more than a year there at the moment of their interview. Similarly to Australians in 5.1.1, the British interviewees from thePlease cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
British intracultural and intercultural metapragmatic evaluations of jocularity. Lingua (2017), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
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light’ of the unpleasant situation. Consider the following examples:[TD$INLINE]
[TD$INLINE][96_TD$DIFF] anielle in [22] and Deborah in [23] suggest that George's comment echoes Bradley's intention to make light of the
situation and ‘joke about it’. Concentrating on the target, it seems that these interviewees try to justify George's jocularity
and absolve him of any responsibility for potentially hard feelings that Bradley could have. Even though Darren in [24] also
interprets the comment as a form of ‘making light’ of the nominations, he labels it as ‘a dig’ (even if unintentional), ‘a
sarcastic comment’ and ‘banter’, which emphasises its potentially face-threatening nature. All these emic conceptualisa-
tions of George's verbal behaviour suggest that the comment thus could possibly be perceived negatively, but the
emphasis is put on the situation, which makes George's comment an instance of ‘joking around’ rather than an offensive
remark. Furthermore, Jon in [25], who has spent several months in Australia and seems to be quite confident of his
knowledge about the cultural context, refers to George's behaviour as ‘an Australian thing’. What he seems tomean is that
such potentially offensive verbal behaviours are seen as ‘a joke [. . .] and not an offensive thing’, since such interactional
patterns ‘are engrained in [people's] background’. Incidentally, this is also in line with what the Australian interviewees
suggested in their intracultural evaluations of the jocular extract in 5.1.2.
Interestingly, the evaluations of the British interviewees who have spent significant time in Australia are not as
unanimously positive as those of the British living in the UK. Consider the following extracts:[98_TD$DIFF]Similarly to Daniella in [22] and Deborah in [23], Alistair in [26] primarily focuses on the target's immediate reaction. He
suggests that ‘it's perfectly acceptable’ because ‘Bradley's reaction is completely fine’ and ‘genuine’. Michele in [27] doesPlease cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
British intracultural and intercultural metapragmatic evaluations of jocularity. Lingua (2017), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
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interviewees evaluated the instigator's comments as jocular can be also explained by the fact that they recognise the
interactional behaviour produced by George as well as a tendency to react jocularly thereto. Nevertheless, several British
interviewees living in Australia presented somewhat negative evaluations:[99_TD$DIFF]Ray in [28] strongly criticises George's behaviour saying that the instigator is ‘being a very smug and [. . .] very egotistical’,
because he tries to find ‘the weakest person in the room’ to comment on. Even thoughRay admits that George's delivery is
jocular, the interviewee still sees it as ‘aggressive’ and as a ‘putdown’. Along the same line, David in [29] expresses a very
strong criticism of George's comments. Apart from referring to the instigator as ‘a bastard’, which was clearly not meant in
an Australian way (see section 3), he, similarly to Ray, sees Bradley as ‘the poor little guy’ that is being put down by
someonewho is physically stronger. In addition, David claims that this interactional pattern, i.e. deliberately putting down a
more unfortunate party in an interaction is ‘very Australian’ (cf. [25]). It is fair to say that such strong criticism could be at
least partially explained by the fact that during the interview David seemed to be highly critical of the reality gameshow Big
Brother as well as of an Australian cultural context where he had been living for some time only because his wife is
Australian. This, undoubtedly, shows how individual preferences and variability influence one's conceptualisations of a
cultural context in which interactional practices take place.
5.2.2. Australians about the British
As seen in 5.2.1, the British interviewees offer either positive or negative evaluations of George's verbal behaviour, but
do not tend to primarily point out particular differences between Australian and British understandings of jocularity. On the
other hand, a particular tendency can be observed in the Australians’ evaluations, i.e. quite similarly to comments on their
cultural insiders’ interactional behaviour in 5.1.1, evaluating cultural outsider's -- Layla's -- behaviour, the Australian
interviewees touch upon gender and, more often, culture-specific issues.
For instance, a number of the interviewees seem to differentiate between male and female communicative patterns
and explicitly claim that Layla's behaviour is more typical of a woman:[TD$INLINE]
[TD$INLINE]Please cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
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all other interviewees relating Layla's reaction to her being a woman happen to be females. While Colleen shows certainty
(‘yeah yeah that's’) in Layla's behaviour reflecting what can be ascribed to females, Amanda is more hesitant (‘it was kind
of it seemed’) in her evaluation, but eventually links Layla's response to what she refer to as a female feature, i.e. being
‘nurturing. In addition, Hannah in [33] provides a more detailed explanation suggesting that it was a case of ‘playing
gender roles’. She points out that the two male interactants play their role, i.e. being ‘jocular’, while Layla's part could be
seen as ‘a traditional consolatory female role’. Also, Hannah claims that adopting features of a different gender role might
cause criticism and disapproval. For instance, if a male jocularly teases the target as George in [10] does, it will most
probably be seen as a way in which ‘men [. . .] joke’. On the other hand, as Hannah suggests, ‘if [Layla] went into the joking
mode then she’d look like a bitch’. This quite clearly points to possible gender-related expectations and differences in
interaction.
Interestingly, most of the Australian interviewees, who level criticism at Layla's serious reaction, concentrate on some
cultural differences that could possibly explain her behaviour. Some of them seem to be nonplussed by what Layla said.
Consider the following examples:[103_TD$DIFF]Peter in [34] does not hide his surprise, since it is clear to him that George and Bradley were engaged in ‘banter’. He also
reveals his expectations that Layla should not take it so seriously and suggests possible differences between the
Australian and British humour, namely that the latter ‘is not as sarcastic and [. . .] light-hearted as the Australian’. Similarly,
Alicia in [35] does not hide her surprise (‘that's really strange’) about Layla showing her concert for Bradley. She tries to
explain it in terms of cultural differences and, while making her claimmore prominent (‘I do think’), suggests that the British
‘take themselves more seriously in areas where [Australians] don’t’, in this case in a situation of jocular abuse, where
Bradley is being targeted for having been nominated.
In addition, most Australian interviewees explicitly point out that Layla's reaction is generated by situational
misunderstanding and misconceptualisation of this type of jocular interactional practice as it tends to be used in an
Australian cultural context:Please cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
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apparently fails to recognise. This results in his suggestion that the British ‘just don’t understand Aussie humour’. In the same
vein, Kylie in [37] also argues that Layla misunderstands communicative patterns that are likely to be easily recognisable by
cultural insiders, i.e. when some seemingly aggressive verbal acts are used as ‘a way of showing affection’. Furthermore,
Dale in [38] labels George and Bradley's verbal behaviour as ‘taking the piss’, a recurrent practice in interaction in Australia.
He explains that it is done by targeting somebody, but such verbal behaviour would not be perceived as offensive, whereas
the British seem to conceptualise it as an ‘attack’ and ‘being rude’ to the target (see [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2017b).
Needless to say, some generalisations that the interviewees make in their evaluations might not be entirely based on
the housemates’ behaviours in the video, but reveal a more general stereotypical thinking about the differences between
Australian and British cultural contexts on the part of the interviewees. In other words, irrespective of the level of
awareness of own and other cultures, the interviewees -- as any other person -- have subconsciously formed general ideas
and categorisations about other social and cultural contexts that can quite automatically be used when referring to those
contexts (for analyses see Bucholtz, 2004; Ladegaard, 2011).
Finally, in order to find out whether this was the only case when Layla reacted seriously to Australian jocularity, the
interviewed housemate, Michael (BB), was also asked whether he noticed anything specific Layla's reaction to interaction
involving Australian humour. Thus, an interesting account of this situation and a broader view on Layla's behaviour is
presented in [39], where Michael (BB) shares his opinion about her:
Having more background knowledge and experience communicating with Layla, Michael does not hesitate and
immediately suggests that she ‘is an idiot’. It is said, however, in an affectionate smile voice (cf. ‘rubbishing your mates’)
and is complemented by the explicit reference to emotion (‘I love her’). What he claims is that Layla's serious reaction in
the episode shown is only one of the instances when Layla did not perceive this type of jocular interaction between
Australian males as something humorous, which he labels as ‘cultural [. . .] lost in translation’.Please cite this article in press as: Sinkeviciute, V., ‘‘It's just a bit of cultural [. . .] lost in translation’’: Australian and
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Table 1
Overview of the interviewees’ intracultural evaluations.
Australians about Australians The British about the British
Behaviour in [10] conceptualised as ‘banter’, ‘taking the piss’; situation-
and culture-appropriate
(i) (conditionally) approved;
(ii) situation-inappropriate
Table 2
Overview of the interviewees’ intercultural evaluations.
Australians about the British The British about Australians
Behaviour in [10]
conceptualised as/in terms of
gender differences
(typically female behaviour);
culture differences
(situational humour misconceptualisation)
UK-based: ‘banter’, ‘a sarcastic
comment’ and situation-appropriate [9_TD$DIFF];
Australia-based: (i) ‘putdown’;
(ii) situation-appropriate6. Conclusions
This paper aimed to contribute to the areas of intracultural and intercultural research into humour, particularly in the
cases when the same language is spoken in different cultural contexts. The analysis explored a jocular multi-party
interaction with Australian and British participants from the Australian Big Brother house and observed how the
interviewees (referred to as non-participants) from both cultural contexts evaluated that interaction.
Jocular verbal practices that have been analysed so far in Australian and British cultural contexts (e.g. Haugh and
Bousfield, 2012; [19_TD$DIFF]Sinkeviciute, 2017a) show the importance that native speakers put on a good sense of humour and an
ability to laugh at oneself. Such concepts as ‘not taking yourself too seriously’, ‘taking the piss’, self-deprecation, etc.
reveal how humour is conceptualised and understood in both cultural contexts. Even though there are many similarities,
some qualitative differences in terms of an additional meaning being present in an Australian cultural context could be
noticed. For instance, primarily based on general claims in the literature and the interview data, it seems that the ability to
laugh at yourself even when you are targeted, can manifest itself more clearly among Australians than among the British,
who would prefer to engage in laughing with rather than laughing at interactions. Furthermore, the interactional practice
‘taking the piss/mickey’ out of someone is not only generally used to send somebody up, but can also serve as a social
corrective in an Australian cultural context in case someone takes him/herself too seriously.
References to different jocular verbal practices could also be easily observed in the interviewees’ evaluations of the
jocular interaction from the Big Brother series. All the evaluations were divided into intracultural (evaluations inside one's
own cultural context) and intercultural (evaluations of interactional practices from another cultural context) (see overviews
in Tables 1 and 2).
The findings show that both Australians and the British conceptualised the instigator's attempt at humour as banter or
‘taking the piss’ out of the target and a majority of the interviewees claim that it is not malicious or aggressive. What is
interesting, however, is that the Australian interviewees seemed to be quite unanimous and tended to refer to some
culture-specific differences in their evaluations. While providing their opinion on the British participant's serious reaction,
they tried to explain its inappropriateness by pointing out some differences in the sense of humour in both cultural
contexts. On the other hand, the British interviewees showed a clearer variability in their evaluations, but did not seem to
differentiate between their own and Australian sense of humour (even though some of them regarded the instigator's
behaviour as a putdown), but rather emphasise the importance of jocular reactions to attempts at jocularity.
Although illustrating particular situation-specific (Big Brother and interview) scenarios, these findings reveal the native
speakers’ understanding of jocular interactional practices in their own as well as the other cultural context. Focusing on
metapragmatic comments is essential in order to gain better insight into how jocularity is conceptualised not only in
different languages, but also in cultural contexts where the same language is spoken.
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